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Call to Order 
The meeting was called to order at 2:15 pm. 


Approval of Agenda 


A suggested motion by Prof. E. Newman to add to the Agenda an item 
concerning the "practices of governance as illustrated by the Search 
Committee for Dean, Faculty of Commerce and Administration and other 
issues related to it", was ruled "out of order" by the Chair; but at the same 
time, Dr. Kenniff advised that he was prepared to accept the suggestion as a 
"Notice of Motion". He further explained that when a substantive issue 
arises on the floor of Senate, it was customary for the matter to be 
considered by the Steering Committee and be brought forward on the Senate 
Agenda at a subsequent meeting; that the purpose of this was to ensure 
appropriate preparation for discussion; that the matter being raised was a 
general issue involving the governance of the University; and that such an 
issue could best be brought to Senate for fruitful debate once a proper 
preparation had been completed. 


In response to a follow-up question, Dr. Kenniff advised that any member 
of Senate could ask that an item of substance be added to the Agenda to be 
discussed, with motions, etc. , but not at the meeting at which the matter 
has been raised; that such requests were usually given in the form of a 
"Notice of Motion" which first was dealt with by the Steering Committee, 
unless there was cause to consider; and that he was prepared to listen to 
cause to consider as to why the matter which had been raised could not be 
dealt with at a subsequent meeting of Senate. He reiterated that since the 
restructuring of Senate and its committees in 1986, matters that were raised 
and moved to be added to the Agenda at a particular meeting, and which 
involved substance, and motions, etc. , and require that members of Senate 
were prepared to debate the issue, were referred to the Steering Committee, 
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unless the matter was of such extreme urgency that it must be debated 
immediately by Senate; and in which case, Senate could decide to include it 
on the Agenda if it so wished. The Secretary also advised that from his own 
recollection, this had been the practice with respect to substantive matters 
since the foundation of Concordia University. 


It was argued that given the "unprecedented" importance of the issue as 
evidenced by comments of the Chairman of the Board of Governors 
highlighted in a front page article in Concordia's Thursday Report, the 
matter should be discussed at this meeting. 


Responding to the above, Dr. Kenniff stated that if indeed what had been 
referred to in the article in Concordia's Thursday Report was 
unprecedented, no argument had been made as to why something that was 
unprecedented was of such urgency that it had to be debated in Senate 
today, i.e. , there was a difference between something that was 
unprecedented and something that was urgent. In response to a possible 
procedural suggestion, he advised that as Chair of Senate, he always had 
been, and would continue to be, very lenient with respect to issues raised 
under Question Period; that he was prepared to answer as many questions 
as he could on the matter during Question Period; and that he had agreed to 
consider the interjection as a "Notice of Motion" which would be addressed 
to the Steering Committee for consideration. 


The Agenda, as presented, was approved. 


Approval of Senate Minutes 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. POMERLEAU, SECONDED BY DEAN 
ROSS, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE SENATE MEETINGS OF 6 
DECEMBER 1991 AND 10 JANUARY 1992, BE APPROVED. 
MOTION CARRIED. 


Remarks from the Chair 


Dr. Kenniff welcomed Dr. Christopher Ross to his first Senate meeting in 
his new capacity as Dean, Faculty of Commerce and Administration; and he 
congratulated him on his recent appointment, and wished him well during 
his term of office. 


Dr. Kenniff also reported on the visit to Concordia by Madame Lucienne 
Robillard, Minister of Higher Education and Science, on 27 January 1992, 
which, he advised, by all accounts had left her with a very favourable 
impression of Concordia University, and hopefully would lead her to have a 
positive attitude towards this institution vis-a-vis dossiers that relate to 
Concordia University. 
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Question Period 


In response to a question concerning faculty access to information under 
Bill 65, Me Gaudet, Secretary-General, advised that all requests for 
documents on personal information must be made in writing and addressed 
to herself as the person in charge of access; that she was aware of a certain 
degree of uncertainty in this area on the part of those who were dealing with 
such matters on a day-to-day basis; and that she had prepared guidelines 
with respect to the application of Bill 65, which she expected would be 
issued in about three weeks. 


Responding to a question concerning the University's commitment to the 
Principles to Guide Strategic Space Planning which were approved by 
Senate in December 1991, vis-a-vis a proposal to split the graduate teaching 
and research facilities of the Department of Psychology between the two 
campuses, which, it was argued, would disrupt significantly the 
coordinated functioning of the Department, Dr. Bertrand, Vice-Rector, 
Services, advised that the planned consolidation of the Department of 
Psychology was perfectly in line with the Principles passed by Senate and 
the Board of Governors; that although a way had been found to achieve 
consolidation, it was not possible to consolidate immediately every segment 
of the Department; that only a portion of the graduate students and 
programmes would not be included initially in the consolidation move; that 
he had already agreed to advance the date for moving the Centre for 
Research in Behavioral Neurobiology (CSBN) to as early as possible, and 
certainly by 1995, so that any split disruption would be for two years at 
most; that members of the Psychology Department categorically had rejected 
locating the Department in the Hall Building; that the solution was to move 
the Department to the Loyola Campus, which would increase the amount of 
space available to the Department by some 500 square meters, and which 
was well above government norms; and that he was confident that, in fact, 
the Psychology Department was probably getting the best deal among all 
departments in the University vis-a-vis the strategic space plan. In response 
to a follow-up question, he confirmed the commitment to consolidate the 
Psychology Department. 


Again, referring to a letter which had been sent to some members of Senate 
and an article in the January 30, 1992, edition of Concordia's Thursday 
Report concerning the appointment of the Dean, Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration, Prof. Newman argued that while a Board of Governors 
refusal of the recommendation of an advisory search committee was within 
the realm of possibilities, such action was not within the concept of 
academic freedom as understood since the 12th Century; that a university's 
only meaning was as a place for academics and teaching, and that all other 
considerations were minor considerations as to how it was run; that the sole 
function of the administration was to facilitate the work of the academics; 
that while the Board of Governors could refuse a nomination submitted by 
an advisory search committee, in doing so, it should not make its own 
selection, but rather it should refer the matter back to the committee for 
reconsideration; that it was not logical that the Chairman of the Board of 
Governors could appoint an ad hoc review committee, which, in this 


instance, included only one faculty member; and that, in consequence, she 
wished to give a "Notice of Motion" of non-confidence in the Chairman of 
the Board of Governors, for discussion at the next meeting. 


In response, Dr. Kenniff advised that while the issue of university 
governance could be discussed, a motion such as that suggested above did 
not have any relevance in Senate, and that if it were brought forward, it 
would be ruled out of order; that he could not comment on the letter which 
had been referred to because he had not received a copy of it; that the 
interpretation that had been placed upon the letter had been partly erroneous 
in that the Board of Governors had not rejected a particular candidate in 
favour of another, but rather, the Board appeared to have appointed 
someone who was not the same person who apparently had been 
recommended by the Advisory Search Committee; that the decision to 
establish an ad hoc review committee at the level of the Board of Governors 
was not a decision of the Chairman of the Board, but rather, it was a 
decision of the Board itself; that the Ad Hoc Review Committee was 
appointed, not to re-do the work of the Advisory Search Committee, but to 
review the work of the Committee and to make an appropriate 
recommendation to the Board of Governors; that the Board did not start the 
process over again, nor do anything more than examine the dossier that had 
been submitted by the Advisory Search Committee, and then proceeded to 
make an appointment; that he could not talk about the work of the Advisory 
Search Committee because he had not been a member of that Committee; 
and that to place another interpretation on what had occurred, 1.e. , that the 
Board had actually rejected a particular individual, or had proceeded in a 
manner that was not appropriate, was, in his opinion, an erroneous 
interpretation of the facts. 


During continuing discussion, Prof. Newman argued that Senate ought to 
be a place where people could discuss freely whatever they wished to 
discuss, and that if it was not possible to discuss such issues in Senate, 
another forum would have to be found for doing so; that the Vice-Rector, 
Academic, should call an ad hoc meeting of the entire faculty to discuss how 
they wished the University to be run; that it was her belief that the university 
was a collegial assembly of academics, but that in the last century, people 
from the business world have been imposed upon academics to run the 
university; that the only reason that a nomination for a university position 
was submitted to the Board of Governors was because the Board signed the 
pay cheques, but that decisions with respect to academics should be made 
by other academics; that Concordia academics were not the subordinates of 
any member of the Board of Governors or the Rector, nor were they 
employees, but rather, they were the people that the Rector and the Board of 
Governors were privileged to serve; and that there should be a meeting of 
the entire faculty to express its opinion with respect to this, and she was 
therefore asking the Vice-Rector, Academic, to call such a meeting. 


In response, Dr. Kenniff expressed the opinion that the Vice-Rector, 
Academic, had heard the above request. In addition, he advised that his 
views with respect to the governance of the University, and the roles that 
people in the institution played, were different from those expressed above; 


that he, and the other administrators who were present, considered it a 
privilege to serve the University; and that if the issue were to be debated, 
everyone would have to decide what was meant by the term tluniversity" . 
At the same time, he stated that he wished to correct a misapprehension with 
respect to his remarks concerning the issue of non-confidence in the 
Chairman of the Board of Governors, i.e. , that what he had stated was that 
a "motion of non-confidence" in the Chairman of the Board expressed in 
Senate, was not what he considered to be a receivable motion. In addition, 
he reiterated that indeed the subject of the governance of the University was 
an appropriate discussion to have in Senate, and that he had no objection to 
having such a discussion in Senate; that there were many bodies, both 
internal and external, that were looking at issues involving university 
governance, including the Ad Hoc Committee that was looking into the 
existing procedures for evaluation and advisory search committees, and a 
CAUT Commission that was looking into university governance’? etc., etc.; 
that in the past, other issues relating to the structures of Senate and the 
Board of Governors have been looked into; that any changes that have been 
made with respect to the governing structures at Concordia, and particularly 
with respect to the Board of Governors, including those that have required 
changes to the Charter of the University, have been the subject of 
consultation with the Faculty Association by virtue of an article in the 
Collective Agreement that requires such consultation; that any changes that 
have been made to the governing structures while he has been with the 
University, have been done with the support of the Faculty Association; that 
as the Chair of Senate, he has always tried to represent to the Board of 
Governors what Senate has to say about the academic interests in the 
University, as had been the case recently with respect to the composition of 
the Ad Hoc Committee to Review the Rules and Procedures for Evaluation 
Committees and Advisory Search Committees; and that the motion to have a 
discussion on the point which initially had been raised had been noted and 
would be brought to Senate. 


Responding to a follow-up comment, Dr. Kenniff advised that the Rector 
was the Chair of Senate, and as such, had a role to play in the academic life 
of the University; that he has always sought to play that role if only to be in 
a position to participate in the academic life of the University, and to be able 
to represent that academic life in areas where it was important that what 
went on in the University be adequately and correctly represented. 


In continuing discussion, the feeling was expressed that the statement from 
the Chairman of the Board of Governors which appeared in Concordia's 
Thursday Report indicated that the review committee had looked at the same 
documentation that had been available to the Advisory Search Committee, 
with the exception of the minutes; that the statement conveyed the 
impression that there was no difference in information available to the two 
bodies; and that, in consequence, one wondered whether there was any 
difference in information, or whether there was a difference in the 
interpretation of the same information that was available to both committees. 
A concern was also expressed over apparent incidents during the current 
academic year involving what was described as the Board of Governors 
"flexing its muscle" vis-a-vis the academic sector of the University, 


including the unprecedented stand taken with respect to a certain page in the 
Student Handbook; the establishment of a committee without prior 
consultation with the Senate, to review the procedures for evaluation and 
advisory search committees; and the establishment of a review committee 
vis-a-vis the appointment of Dean, Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration, which, it was suggested, had not occurred in isolation and 
needed to be interpreted in the context of the other two. It was further stated 
that the fact that this was not an isolated instance of action by the Board of 
Governors this year, had added to the anxiety and concern of faculty 
members, and had caused them to wonder whether the Board was 
attempting to go further down the road toward playing a more intrusive, 
interventionist and invasive role with regard to decisions that properly were 
the business of the academic sector of the University. 


Responding to the above, Dr. Kenniff advised that with respect to the 
statement from the Chairman of the Board of Governors, the Ad Hoc 
Committee had worked on the basis of the information that had been 
available to the Advisory Search Committee, except for minutes of 
meetings; that, as indicated, the Ad Hoc Committee met with the 
Vice-Rector, Academic, and with himself; that it was on that basis, and not 
on the basis of starting the procedure over, nor interviewing candidates, 
etc., that the Ad Hoc Committee had made its recommendation; that it must 
be remembered that at the present time, the Board of Governors was 
responsible for appointing senior academic administrators in the University, 
and it had set up its own procedure for doing so; that that procedure 
involved the establishment of advisory search committees which make 
recommendations to the Board of Governors; that, technically, the Board 
was free to act upon such recommendations in one way or another; and that 
while there was no single formula that was best for securing appointments 
for senior academic positions in the University, as evidenced by the fact that 
in Canadian universities the procedure varied from one institution to the 
other, there was a common thread in the procedure used by all institutions in 
Canada and the United States, and probably most universities in the world, 
in that the governing council of the university ultimately was responsible for 
making such appointments, and must assume responsibility for whatever 
action it eventually takes. With respect to comments concerning what was 
perceived by some to be a pattern of an interventionist role by the Board of 
Governors, and the incidences which had been referred to, he advised that 
he had been very forthright in his opposition with respect to the first issue, 
but without success; that the establishment of the Ad Hoc Committee to 
Review the Procedures for Evaluation and Advisory Search Committees 
was a normal process of reviewing procedures that had been established by 
the Board some eight years ago, and with respect to which a number of 
comments and criticisms had been made, but that given the concerns which 
had been expressed with respect to its composition, and the speed of the 
process, etc., the Ad Hoc Committee was not only willing to add to its 
membership, but to open the process and make it one into which Senate 
could have a direct and formal input; and that the third issue was the one that 
had been under discussion at today's meeting. He further stated that he 
could understand the concerns that had been expressed with respect to 
"patterns"; that it was important that those inside the University constantly 
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try to represent to the external members the balance that must be established 
and maintained between the internal and external communities; that such 
representations would continue to be made in an attempt to strike a balance; 
that while sometimes that balance might move, if it was moving in an 
inappropriate direction, the Board might have to be reminded vis-a-vis its 
role; and that other than the fact that they happened to have occurred in one 
year, he did not see a pattern with respect to the three incidents which had 
been mentioned, and which, in fact, were quite unrelated. 


Responding to another concern which was raised with respect to the kinds 
of information which had been made public, and possible breaches in the 
rules of confidentiality Dr. Kenniff expressed the feeling that the matter 
would be looked into; and he advised that, in fact, a discussion was going 
on at the moment with respect to the whole issue of confidentiality. 


Voicing concern over what she described as "the drift of the conversation", 
Dr. Sheinin stated that she wished to go on record as affirming that the 
Advisory Search Committee for Dean, Faculty of Commerce and 
Administration, had adhered to all of the rules of confidentiality; and that 
she wished to assure Senate that, in this particular case, and in the case of 
all of the evaluation and advisory search committees with which she has 
been associated, every member of those committees had adhered to the 
confidentiality that was demanded of them. 


In seconding Dr. Sheinin's remarks, Dr. Kenniff advised that he wished to 
ensure that it was clear in the minds of those present, that any remarks by 
the previous questioner, or by himself, did not impugn in any way the work 
that had been done by the Advisory Search Committee. 


Committee, Prof. Knitter stated that members of Senate and other bodies, 
have been concerned that the Committee initiate a deliberation on procedures 
of evaluation that was appropriately wide and included appropriate 
participation by various members of the University, and a particular concern 
that it include an increased number of faculty members; and that, in part on 
behalf of the Chairs' Caucus, he wished to further those expressions of 
concern by giving "Notice of Motion" for the next meeting "that Senate 
requests that the hearings of the Ad Hoc Committee on the Revision of 
Rules and Procedures for Evaluation Committees and Advisory Search 
Committees be made public." 


Responding to a number of questions that had been raised by Mr. Dowd at 
the last Senate meeting, Me Gaudet, Secretary-General, advised that while 
no specific guidelines could be found with respect to the application of the 
Code of Conduct (Academic) vis-a-vis group projects, the person laying a 
charge was not the one who would be determining the guilt or innocence of 
the persons charged, and that, consequently, under the existing system, 
although a number of individuals may be charged, they were all entitled to 
give evidence that they were not guilty, i.e. , while theoretically, innocent 
people could be charged, the Code was written in such a way as to minimize 
the chance of this occurring; that if an individual was able to explain the 
particular circumstances to the satisfaction of the instructor at any of the 
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various stages of the informal procedure which was provided for in the 
Code, a charge of academic misconduct would not be laid; that if a single 
individual in a group project was responsible for an act of academic 
misconduct, and admitted to it, and the evidence supported that, there was 
no danger that the other members of the group would be charged; but that if 
the other members of the group knew who was responsible for the act of 
plagiarism, or other academic misconduct, but felt that morally they could 
not denounce the individual responsible, all members of the group could be 
found guilty. In addition, she advised that she would present Mr. Dowd 
with a written response with respect to this. 


She further advised that to her knowledge, there were no existing guidelines 
to ensure that course outlines resembled course descriptions in the Calendar; 
that apparently this was a wide-spread problem, and it was not the first time 
that the issue had been raised; and that as noted in the previous Minutes, the 
Academic Deans could provide much better input with respect to the matter 
than she could. 


Finally, with respect to the question of donations of complimentary journal 
subscriptions to the Library, she confirmed that this would not be prevented 
under the Copyright Law, and that journals could be given to the Library 
without any problems; and that the legal principle involved was that 
individuals or associations who receive such things, may dispose of their 
possessions as they see fit. She also cautioned, however, that publishers 
might cease the practice of donating subscriptions to student associations, 
etc., if they felt that it was going to discourage libraries from buying their 
journals. 


Appointments 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN ROSS, SECONDED BY PROF. KNITTER, 
THAT THE APPOINTMENT OF PROF. ARSHAD AHMAD, FACULTY 
OF COMMERCE AND ADMINISTRATION, TO THE ACADEMIC 
PROGRAMMES COMMITTEE, TO 31 MAY 1992, BE APPROVED. 


MOTION CARRIED. 


Resolution concerning Degree Nomenclature 


IT WAS MOVED BY DR. SHEININ, SECONDED BY MR. LOWTHER, 
THAT THE RESOLUTION CONCERNING DEGREE 
NOMENCLATURE, AS PROPOSED IN DOCUMENT US-92-2-D2, BE 
APPROVED. 


It was requested and agreed that speaking privileges be granted to: 


Dr. Michael Oppenheim, Chair, Ad Hoc Committee on Degree 
Nomenclature; 


Dr. Claudie Solar, Advisor to the Rector on the Status of Women; 


Dr. Marilyn Taylor, Chair, Committee on Gender Equity in Matters 
Academic. 


Speaking privileges were also granted to Prof. Marianne Ainley; Prof. 
Susan Hoeker-Drysdale; Prof. Elizabeth Sacca; and Prof. Katherine Waters; 


In initial comments, it was stated that while one was certainly in favour of 
the revised resolution on the floor, the resolution which had been drafted 
originally by the Steering Committee and circulated to the Faculty Councils 
would have been preferred; that if any institution in society had a mandate to 
make statements of a moral character, it was the university; that if any body 
in society had a mission to be an agent of change, it was the university; and 
that Concordia should not shy away from adopting the resolution proposed 
by the Steering Committee, and thereby taking what some might consider to 
be "a bold step forward". 


After thanking Senate for having granted her speaking privileges during 
what she hoped would be an historical moment for Concordia University, 
Dr. Solar advised that not too long ago, any university receiving a request 
such as the one received by Concordia, would have dismissed it as being 
groundless; that Concordia had taken a step forward by agreeing to consider 
the request, and by establishing the Ad Hoc Committee on Degree 
Nomenclature; that language could be a vehicle for bias, particularly with 
respect to heterosexism and racism; that Concordia had a capacity for being 
innovative, eg. Concordia was the first university to establish a women's 
study institute, and that it would continue to be innovative by being the first 
university to adopt a different nomenclature for its degrees; that there were a 
lot of other universities that were looking toward Concordia to see how it 
was going to deal with this question; that a number of requests for 
gender-neutral degree nomenclature have been received, and such requests 
were not going to stop; and that given the emphasis on non-discrimination, 
diversity and tolerance in the Mission Statement approved by Senate last 
May, the resolution should be adopted, and the University should move 
forward with the change in degree nomenclature as proposed by the Ad Hoc 
Committee on Degree Nomenclature. 


Senate was informed that the CUSA Executive previously had voted 
unanimously to support the recommendation of the Ad Hoc Committee on 
Degree Nomenclature; and that members of the Executive strongly felt that 
this was an initiative that should be taken by the University. It was also 
argued that it was necessary to put into action the various elements of the 
Mission Statement; and that it was necessary to take the leading role that 
many people already had perceived Concordia to have with respect to, 
issues of gender equality by putting into practice what was on paper. 


In her comments, Prof. Katherine Waters, former Senator, and member of 
the Ad Hoc Committee on Degree Nomenclature, explained that the word 
"magisteriate" which she had authored, maintained the traditional degree 
initials, and whereby, in consequence, the meaning and value were 
translatable; and that because it was a new word, it had no denotative 
meaning; but that it had a connotative association with the word 


"magisterium" which meant "teaching authority", and which would restore 
and enhance the teaching function of the university. 


She also suggested that if the new nomenclature was accepted, we should 
notify immediately the Oxford English Dictionary, and Merriam-Webster, 
etc. , to ensure that Concordia received credit for having been the originator 
and inventor of a new word; and for having contributed an original, 
extremely useful and much needed word, which, she felt, very quickly 
would become the predominant word used in North America. 


In response to a question concerning implementation, Dr. Bertrand advised 
that if the resolution was adopted today, the policy probably could not be 
implemented in time for the 1992 Spring Convocation; and that in any 

event, he would address the question of implementation immediately 
following adoption of the resolution, including the possible establishment of 
a task force. 


Other issues which arose and were responded to, included questions with 
respect to a concern raised during the Arts and Science Faculty Council 
meeting of 18 October 1991 over the possible retention of masculine 
suffixes in the new degree nomenclature; and the default title on the degree 
in the event that a potential graduate did not indicate a preferred 
nomenclature on the graduation application form. With respect to the latter 
issue, Senate was advised that the resolution on the floor did not address 
that particular situation. It was also pointed out that if a student did not fill 
out a graduation application form, the student would not be allowed to 
graduate; and it was suggested that the form should include a statement to 
the effect that students who do not specify the degree nomenclature would 
not be allowed to graduate. 


During continuing discussion, it was stated that throughout the lengthy 
process that Senate had committed itself to vis-a-vis degree nomenclature, 
the underlying question had been whether or not the existing nomenclature 
was sexist, and that if it was, we naturally and properly must attempt to 
remedy it; that there were three possible senses in which the existing degree 
nomenclature might be regarded as sexist, ie., etymologically, historically, 
and the current perception; that the etymological angle, which had been 
attended to particularly in the Arts and Science Faculty Council discussions, 
was not firmly decisive because so many of the words which we use were 
tied to the male gender, so that even when we attempt to find or invent 
gender neutral words, we still have difficulty escaping the etymological 
roots in the suffixes that we might be inclined to use; that a second sense in 
which the existing nomenclature could be considered in terms of sexism 
was with respect to the historical dimension vis-a-vis the institution, i.e., 
the connotations of words or practices could not be divorced from the entire 
history of the institution itself; that the existing words had their meanings 
embedded over long centuries in which universities and institutions of 
learning literally were bastions of male privilege and from which, without 
question, women were so blatantly excluded; that this situation had begun to 
change, but only with a great deal of struggle and only in the last few 
decades; that the process of change was still going on; that the concern with 


respect to degree nomenclature was part of that history of change; and that it 
was good to be a part of acquiring some consciousness of a history that 
often was forgotten and which we needed to come to terms with as we look 
at a whole variety of issues today. In addition, apart from the etymological 
and historical dimensions, there was also the current perceptions of the 
sexist connotations of terminology; that while this was an area in which 
there were many different points of view and a rapidly changing landscape 
of varieties of perspectives on this question, as was the case with respect to 
perceptions of racism, we should not look for a solution that depended on 
taking a poll to see whether a majority of people were of the opinion that in 
fact this had implications for the educational opportunities of the individuals 
concerned; that the fact that women faculty, staff and students in the 
University have advised that the existing terms had sexist connotations must 
be taken seriously; and that given the historical argument, and the point of 
view of current perceptions, we were, in fact, strapped at the moment with 
sexist terminology. It was also stated that while under the present situation 
one would support the compromise solution proposed by the Steering 
Committee for the 5-year period envisioned, it would have been preferable 
to have had an opportunity to vote on the recommendation from the Ad Hoc 
Committee, which, it was felt, represented a reasonable and satisfactory 
solution to the problem, it being argued that once we have concluded that 
the existing terminology was sexist, we should make the change in 
nomenclature rather than creating a situation, even for a short period of 
time, where we simply would be giving potential graduates a choice 
between using a sexist or a non-sexist set of terms. 


After expressing appreciation for having been granted speaking privileges, 
Dr. Michael Oppenheim, Chair, Ad Hoc Committee on Degree 
Nomenclature, advised that it was his understanding, in terms of process, 
that ultimately the University probably did not have the power to change its 
degrees without discussions and agreement with the other universities, i.e., 
the Conseil des universit6s, and the various professional corporations with 
which Concordia had contracts, etc.; and that adoption of the resolution by 
Senate today would represent the beginning of a process of discussion by 
which people would be made sensitive to issues of injustice, and whereby 
we would have a powerful, important and positive influence on them. He 
also stated that the University was not just responding to a crisis; that Senate 
understood that there was a fundamental issue which had to do with the 
University's responsibility to its students, staff and faculty to create an 
environment that was free of sexism, racism and other types of 
discrimination; that it was recognized by many people that the current degree 
titles, and the fact that they referred to the individuals rather than to the 
degrees themselves, showed a gender bias; that it was the University's 
responsibility now to adjust that situation, i.e. , to take a situation of 
injustice and to correct it; and that in passing the resolution, Senate would 
be taking its responsibility to lead the University in changing an unjust 
situation. 


In continuing discussion, a concern was expressed that a gender-sense was 
retained in the word "magisteriate", 1.e., that it had a masculine connotation 
even though it was a neologism; and it was suggested that using the word 


92-2-12 


"mastery" would be preferable in that it would require only a minor change 
in the existing nomenclature, and it would also bring attention to the very 
nature of the problem that we were attempting to solve. 


In response to a question with respect to the awarding of degrees in French, 
Mr. Smart, University Registrar, advised that such a policy was in place, 
and that it was currently being implemented, 1.e. , this year for the first time 
potential graduates were being asked on the application form to elect 
whether their degrees were to be issued in English or in French; and that at 
this point in time, approximately 250 students had applied to have their 
diploma in French. 


Responding to a follow-up question concerning the fact that the 
above-mentioned policy had not been presented to Senate, Dr. Kenniff 
explained that the debate which appropriately was now taking place at 
Senate, to change either by replacing one nomenclature with another, or 
offering one nomenclature as an option to another, was related to the way in 
which the degree was described in the language in which it has been 
traditionally issued, 1.e., in English; and that the decision with respect to 
offering the degree in the other official language, which was not a change in 
nomenclature, but rather, it was an option to the form of the language in 
which the degree was given, was made by the Off ice of the Rector on the 
recommendation of the Registrar and the Vice-Rector, Services. He also 
advised that at the moment, he was not certain of the extent to which the 
change in nomenclature required formal approval by outside professional 
bodies, or by the Conseil des universit6s, etc., because we were not 
actually creating new degrees; but that we would be advising them with 
respect to our policy, which, if it served to sensitize them to the broader 
issue, would be a useful exercise. In addition, he emphasized that there was 
only one nomenclature in the French language; and that if the resolution was 
approved, graduating students would have three discrete choices vis-a-vis 
degree nomenclature, i.e., two in English, and one in French. 


Notwithstanding a concern expressed with respect to the length of the trial 
period, it was agreed that the 5-year trial period remain unchanged in the 
proposed resolution. 


There were no objections with respect to a "Call-to-Put -the-Question" 
proposed by Mr. Dowd. 


THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED, (22 in favour; 1 
opposed; 5 abstentions). 


Dr. Bertrand advised that given the complications involved with respect to 
implementation of the new policy, he wished to have a Senate 
sub-committee or task force appointed as soon as possible to oversee the 
process of implementation and the difficulties and problems associated 
therewith. 


In response, Dr. Kenniff suggested that given that the policy properly was 
the responsibility of the Registrar, and the Services Sector, it would be 


appropriate to deal with the question of implementation through the Senate 
Academic Services Committee. 


Next Meeting 
92-2-13 Dr. Kenniff announced that the next Senate meeting was scheduled to be 


held at 2:00 pm, Friday, 6 March 1992 in the Russell W. Breen Senate 
Chamber. 


Adjournment 
92-2-14 The meeting was adjourned at 3:50 pm. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


